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ABSTRACT
Family Meal Patterns in Utah
by
Brenda Taylor Peterson, Master of Science
Utah State University, 1979
Major Professor: Jane McCullough
Department: Home Economics and Consumer Education
This study was conducted as part of an 11-state study on family
time use coordinated by Cornell University.
of this research was family meal patterns.

The particular emphasis
The independent variables

were (1) homemaker's education, (2) homemaker's employment, (3) income
of the family, and (4) place of residence of the family.

These were

analyzed in relation to the amount of time (1) spent in meal preparation, (2) the number of meals the family ate together, and (3) where
the family ate their meals.

The literature indicated that in the past

the homemaker has done most of the meal preparation.

It also indicated

that American families are eating fewer meals together a s a family,
and are eating more meals away from home than previously.
The analysis of the data collected in this study indicated that
meal preparation is still a task done mostly by the homemaker.

Home-

makers with some college education and those who were full-time homemakers spent more time in meal preparation than other homemakers.
Families with higher incomes, families with employed mothers
and those families who lived in an urban area ate more meals away from
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home than other families .

Families ate fewer meals together than

had been anticipated, the average being slightly less than one meal
a day together as a family .
(60 pages)

INTRODUCTION
Food is a primary concern of people.

It is necessary to sustain

life and health, therefore it is one of mankind's basic needs.

For

most people the importance of food goes beyond the energy and nutrients it provides.

Food and its preparation have significance and

meaning that often involve ritual (Bossard & Boll, 1950), love,
anticipation and family participation (Lee, 1962).
Food is usually an important part of family holiday traditions
and generally involves family members gathering to eat a meal together,
such as Thanksgiving dinner.

There is little historical data, however,

regarding daily family meal patterns in the United States.

Due to

this lack of data. we can't really know if current meal patterns

are' different from family meals in thP. past.

We do recognize that

some changes such as mobility, education and income have occurred
in the American family, and these may have had an influence on family
meal patterns.

There is much conjecture, but little research on

current meal patterns.
Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this research was to study family meal patterns
in Utah.

The specific objectives of this study were to analyze

family meal patterns as follows:
1.

To analyze the time involved in meal preparation:
(a) by the homemaker
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(b) by the spouse
(c) by the children
(d) by the total family
2.

To analyze the number of meals eaten away from home.

3.

To analyze the number of meals eaten together by the total

family at home.
The independent variables which were used in analyzing these
objectives were:
1.

Place of residence.

2.

Income of the family.

3.

Education of the homemaker .

4.

Employment status of the

homemaker~

3

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Meal Preparation Time
Homemaker's Time
The amount of time the homemaker spends in meal preparation and
food related activities has been the subject of research since the
early 1900's.
responsibility.

Food preparation was often seen as her major family
"While husbands go forth to bring .home the bacon, your

big job as wives and mothers boils down to an undramatic campaign in
your own kitchens:

providing your families with nourishing, appetiz-

ing food at a moderate price" (Stover, 195 7, p. 61).
The actual hours spent in food preparation have been studied by
several researchers.

The amount of time devoted to meal preparation

during the first part of the 1900's, varied from 4.5 hours a day
(Arnquist & Roberts, 1929) to approximately 2 hours a day (Richardson,
1933).

One reason for the large variation in time reported in early

studies was that some s tudies included all food preparation activities
(baking bread, canning fruit, etc.) and others included only food
preparation for immediate consumption.
In time use studies food preparation was consistently the homemaking task that occupied the largest proportion of the homemaker's
household work time.

Wilson (1929) reported it took 47.4% of time

given to household work by farm homemakers.
activities in this figure .

She included all food

Richardson (1933), who also included all

food related activities in his study, reported it required almost
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one-half of the homemaker's work time.

Several other studies reported

that food preparation occupied more time than any other household
task (Arnquist & Roberts, 1929; Wasson, 1930).
Studies conducted around the middle of the twentieth century
found that food preparation still occupied about one-fourth of the
time spent in household work (Muse, 1946; Weigand, 1954).

Cowles and

Dietz (1956), who collected data in 1953, found that food preparation still took more time than any other household task, but that
the time it required had decreased more than any other household task.
They suggested this could have been due to use of instant foods,
foods prepared away from home and increased employment of women
outside the home.
Weigand (1954) found that as the hours the homemaker spent in
household work increased the proportion of time spent in food preparation decreased.

Homemakers who did less than 4 hours of household

work a day used 44% of that time in food preparation.

Homemakers

who did over 10 hours of household work a day spent 16% of their work
time in food preparation.

The amount of time researchers reported

being spent in food preparation by homemakers varied from 17.75 hours
a week (Muse, 1946), to 11. 2 hours a week (Weigand, 1954).
Other Workers
Another aspect of time spent in food preparation sometimes
studied is time contributed by other workers.

Muse (1946 ) found

that while homemakers spent 17.75 hours p er week in food preparation,
other workers contributed 3.25 hours a week .

In a study of 2-parent
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2-child farm families, Warren (1940) found that homemakers spent
2.6 hours a day preparing food, and all family workers combined spent
a total of 3.0 hours per day.

Berk studied city homemakers using

interviews followed by observation, a time diary kept by the homemaker and a questionnaire.

She found that "husband's and children's

efforts supplemented but did not take the place of the wife's" (Berk,
1976. p. 211).
Walker (1976) collected time use data from 1296 New York homemakers during 1966-67.

She reported that homemakers did 75 to 86%

of meal preparation with husbands doing 5 to 10% and children 4 to 10%.
Looking specif ically at the spouse's food preparation time,
Leibowitz (1973) found that the wife's time in meal preparation was
decreased when the husband helped.

Her time was reduced by 5 minutes

for .every 10 minutes the husband contributed.
An 11-state study was organized by Cornell University to update

the 1966-67 study done by Walker.

Using the information collected in

New York, Sanik (1979) found that employment of homemakers and spouses
were factors which seemed to have the greatest effect on the spouse's
food preparation time.

The more hours the homemaker worked the more

time the spouse spent in food preparation.

For each

l~hour

increase

in the homemaker's employment the spouse spent .2 minute per day more
in food preparation.

When the hotoemaker worked 40 hours a week the

spouse spent .1 hour more a day in meal preparation than when the
homemaker wasn't employed.
ficant.

The difference was statistically signi-
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Employment
Employment of the homemaker outside the home has often been
found to affect the amount of time spent in food preparation.
Researchers generally agree that the more time a homemaker spends
in employment the less time she spends in meal preparation (Leibowitz,
1975; Vanek, 1973; Walker & Woods, 1976).
In a 1957 study of urban and rural New York households , Knoll
investigated how employment and place of residence affected food
preparation.

She found that part-time employed rural homemakers

did 71% of all food preparation while part-time employed urban homemakers did 59%.

Full-time employed urban and rural homemakers did

50 and 33% respectively of all food preparation.

She did not give

the number of hours these figures represented.
In a study of urban homemakers in Georgia, Bailey (1962) found
that those who were employed spent 1. 79 hours a day in food preparation.

Those who were not employed outside the home spent 2.28 hours

a day.
Vanek (1973) analyzing Survey Research Center data compiled
by Robinson and Converse (1965-66), concluded that employment affected
food preparation more than income or education.
was not great.

However, the effect

Gitobu was cited by Sanik (1979) as finding that

employed farm homemakers in Marathon, New York, spent .6 hour a day
less in food activities than nonemployed farm homemakers.
In the Cornell study, Walker (1976) found the homemaker's time
spent in food preparation was greater when she was not employed outside the home.

If she was employed 30 hours or more, she spent

1.5 hours a day preparing food while the full-time homemakers in her
sample spent an average of 2.25 hours a day.
Sanik (1979) found that as the homemaker's hours of employment
increased her time spent in food preparation decreased.

A full-time

employed homemaker spent .5 hour per day less in food preparation
than those not employed.

"A one-hour per week increase in employ-

ment of the homemaker was associated with a .7 minute [per day)
decrease in her time in food preparation" (Sanik, 1979, p. 93).
Sanik concluded that employment was the only variable that significantly affected time spent in food preparation.
Place of Residence
Many of the studies done on household time use have been funded
by Agricultural Experiment Stations.
interest in location of the household .

This perhaps accounts for the
Whatever the cause, there

has been an on-going interest in comparing rural and urban households.
Wilson (1929), comparing urban and rural homemakers, found that
the main difference in time spent in homemaking activities was in the
area of food preparation.

Farm homemakers surveyed spent about 4.5

hours more a week in food activities than non-farm homemakers.
Weigand (1954) in a study of New York rural and city homemakers,
reported that the farm homemakers spent 1.8 hours a day in food
preparation, while the city homemakers who were surveyed spent 1.6
hours a day.

When city homemakers were employed 15 or more hours a

day outside the home they spent an average of 1.2 hours a day in
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food preparation.

Data for employed rural homemakers were not

reported.
Vanek (1973) compared the 1936 data of Kuschke and the 1965
Survey Research Center data reported by Robinson and Converse (196566).

From her comparison she reported that in 1936, rural employed

homemakers spent 12.5 hours per week in food preparation including
di shwashing, and urban employed homemakers spent 10.9 hours per week.
In 1965, urban full-time homemakers spent 8.4 hours a week in food
preparation including dishwashing.
in 1965 were not reported.

The hours of rural homemakers

Sanik (1979) observed that place of

residence was not significantly related to family meal preparation
time.
Income

The amount of money spent on food is correlated with income.

As

income increases so do expenditures on Food (USDA Household Food
Consumption Survey, 1965-66).

Income, however, has not been shown

to be related to meal preparation time.
which might be expected.

There are several effects

Higher family incomes are usually received

when the wife as well as the husband is employed.

The resulting

higher income may allow the family greater choice in what they eat.

As time would be more limited, they may choose to purchase more
convenience foods and eat in restaurants more often, both of which
would decrease meal preparation time.

An interesting finding of

Berk (1976) was that the greater the resources of the family the less
the husband helped in food preparation.

This would not necessarily

decrea s e total family food preparation time .
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Education
Income and education are often closely related.

Women who are

highly educated are more likely to be employed than women who have
less education (Cain, 1966).

In a previous section, employment status

of the homemaker was demonstrated to have an effect on meal preparation time.

Studies have been done which attempted to directly relate

education and meal preparation time.
Leibowitz (1975) reported that women with less than 12 years of
school spent 10.4 hours a week in meal preparation, with 12 years
of school they spent 9.0 hours, with 13-15 years of school they
spent 9.0 hours, and with 16 years or more they spent 9.4 hours per
week in meal preparation.

Sanik (1979) reported that the higher

the homemaker's education level the less time she tends to spend in
some homemaking activities, including food preparation.
Leibowitz (1975) also found that husbands with higher educations
spent more time in meal preparation than husbands with less education but only by 2 minutes over a 2-day period.

Berk (1976) reported

that husbands with higher educations helped only a little more in
food preparation than husbands with less education .

She also reported

the husbands whose wives were more highly educated helped a little
more.

Other factors such as number of children may be related to n:eal
preparation time.

Several studies have found that the number of chil-

dren in the household positively correlated with meal preparation
time (Berk, 1976; Cowles & Dietz, 1956; Walker & Woods, 1976) .

In

the current study, however, number of children could not be studied

10
as it was a control variable.
The relationship between labor saving appliances and food preparation has also been previously studied.
been found.

To date no relationship has

Cowan (1976) said that as appliances became more power

driven, a decrease in the time tasks took occurred.

However, new

jobs were substituted and people acquired higher standards, both of
which offset savings from mechanization.

One problem encountered

in studying appliances is that almost everyone has almost everything; some appliances have a 90% or greater saturation rate.

Under

such circumstances differences are difficult to demonstrate.
Where Meals Are Eaten
Americans are eating more meals away from home than ever before
(Manchester, 1978) and lunch is the meal most often eaten out.

In

a sample of 274 college students (Schvaneveldt & Hendricks, 1978),
the respondents reported that their fathers ate 61.7% of their lunches
away from home.

This was higher than the 41.6% reported for mothers,

but less than the 69.3% for children.

Employment and school attend-

ance make lunch seem a logical meal to be eaten away from home.
Schvaneveldt and Hendricks (1978) also found that fathers ate 15.0%
of their dinners away from home, mothers 23.4%, and children 8.8%.
Dinner, therefore, was much less likely to be eateu. away from home
than lunch.
Sanik (1979) proposed that children today spend more time in
activities outside the home than they did a decade ago.

These ac-

tivities outside the home may contribute to fewer meals being eaten
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at home.

Older children often eat in convenience stores which supply

ready-to-eat foods and beverages.

These snacks often constitute

the youth's lunch (Shapiro & Bohmbach, 1978).
Thomas Burke of the Marriott Corporation said that in the early
1970's one out of every four food dollars was spent eating out.
Today one out of every three is spent eating out, and he claimed
that at the current rate half of our food money will be spent on
eating away from home by the 1980's (U.S. News and World Report, 1978).
Shapiro and Bohmbach (1978) reported that of _every food dollar
spent, 35% was used to purchase food away from home.

Of the 35%

spent on eating out, 60% was spent in restaurants and 25% in fast
fooci esca.blishments.

The distribution of these figures may reflect

the fact that fo od at a conventional restaurant is usually more
expensive than at a fast food e stablishment.
Conventional restaurants have always provided seating where
their customers could sit and eat a meal together.

Today many fast

food establishments are designed so that patrons can order their
meals and then sit down together and eat, or they can dine without
ever leaving their vehicles.

Others have drive-up windows which

facilitate convenience in purchasing food.

There are , several factors

which may contribute to the trend of eating away from home.
Income
People with higher incomes are more likely to eat away from
home (Shapiro & Bohmbach, 1978).

Perhaps higher incomes allow people

more freedom of choice in where and what they eat.

In 1965 families
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with incomes over $10 ,000 spent $14.15 per week on food away from
home .

This was eight times more than famil ies with incomes under

$3,000 (USDA Household Food Consumption Survey, 1965-66) .
Employment of the Homemaker
Since the homemaker has traditionally been the major participant
in food preparation, employment which would take her away from home
could lead to her preparing fewer meals.

In families where the

homemaker was employed the family ate an average of 7.4 meals a
week away from home, compared with an average of

6.6

meals away from

home in families where the homemaker did not work outside the home
(Shapiro & Bohmbach, 1978).

The autho r s did not say if these figures

included lunches eaten at school or work.
Fa§t Food Establishments
The USDA is curren tly conducting a nationwide survey of food
consumption.

Five other such studies have been done since 1935 with

each study showing a change in Americans' food consumption patterns.
For example, between the 1935 and 1948 studies changes were made in
food storage due to refrigeration.

Refrigeration allowed perishable

food to be kept longer and consequently it could be purchased farther
in advance of use.

Between the 1955 and 1966 studies people began

to accept and use prepared foodo, which brought about a de crease
in foods made from a recipe at home.

USDA expects that one of the

changes that will be reflected in the current study is where people
eat their meals.

They claim there are i ndicators that preparation

of food at home is not as important as it once was (Rizek, 1978).
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A survey of 1400 households in 1976 found that 73% ate at fast
food establishments.

One-third of the households reported going one

or more times a week, one-fourth went two or three times a month
(Manchester, 1977).

The segment of the away-from-home eating market

that has grown most rapidly is the fast food restaurant.

Fast food

restaurants had 10.5% of the market in 1965 and by 1975 their share
had increased to 26% (Manchester, 1977).
Another factor which may affect meals eaten away from home is
the mobility of Americans.

Belongia and

Manchest~r

(1978) cite

mobility as a factor in Americans eating out more often.

However,

most people have cars so it is difficult to measure the effect mobility has on eating out.

This study does not attempt to make a

correlation between the two.
Meals Eaten Together as a Fam_i!y
Several sources convey the impression that American families
do eat or at least should eat together as a family.

A popular magazine

in 1911 stated, "In the usual American family i t is customary and
beautiful for all to meet at breakfast" (Delano, 1911, p. 97).
Authors of American literature have portrayed the Ametican family
as eating together (Garland, 1956) and Norman Rockwel l 's paintings
often show families together at meal time.
Another source of i n formation about what meal patterns may have
been like in the past is word of mouth or stories passed on by
older people as they recall how things used to be.

The impression

received from such sources about how things were in the past does
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not seem to be an accurate portrayal of the American family today.
"The traditional picture of Mom feeding her tired and hungry crew
around the dinner table is rapidly be coming a tintype" (Shapiro &
Bohmbach, 1978, p. 27).
Schvaneveldt and Hendricks' 1978 study of college age respondents
found that 34.7% of their families prepared and ate weekday breakfasts separately.
weekends.

Almost 50% had a hot breakfast together on the

Data on the evening meal showed 91.3% of families ate

together during the week; 80% ate together on the. weekend.
Shapiro and Bohmbach (1978) reported that three out of four
families don't eat breakfast together.

The report stated:

"As

recently as 1970, the average American family ate at least two meals
a day as a group , around the same table.

• today we spend as

little as 20 minutes eating together" {p. 27).
Another author stated that, "The basic family dinner has changed
• • mostly you pave modular eating" {Edwards, 1978, p. 27).
Employment of the Homemaker
Employment of the homemaker has already been cited as a variable
influencing where the family eats (Shapiro & Bbhmbach, 1978).

More

American women are employed outside the home today than ever before,
and such employment may decrease the number of meals the family eats
together.

Traditionally the mother prepared the meals and if she

is not there to prepare them or is too tired when she gets home from
work, family members may feed themselves when convenient or when
they are hungry.
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Another variable which will not be tested in this paper but
which may affect the number of meals the family eats together is the
activities of the children outside the home.

Ogburn and Nimkoff

(1955) claimed that functions the family has traditionally had, such
as education of children and providing recreation for them, are now
being performed by institutions such as schools and clubs.

They

claimed that children were spending more time away from home at
movies, restaurants, school and recreational events.
This increased time away from home and dependence on institutions
outside the home may correlate with eating more meals away from
home.

No research has been found that conclusively demonstrated

that J.ncreased activity a<Jay from home caused a decline in the meals
eaten at home.
Influences such as income, employment of the homemaker, mobility
and activities of children outside the home influence the way families
live.

Such influences have been equated with changes in the modern

life style.

Speaking of the effect of such changes on family meals,

Shapiro and Bohmbach (1978) said:

"The giving, preparation and shar-

ing of food is one of the most basic human relationships.

We are

changing human patterns which may have existed among o'ur individual
forefathers for centuries" (p. 65).
The impression that families still want to eat together or we
think they want to, is supported by the fact that 20 years ago fast
food establishments did not offer patrons a place to sit.

Today

almost all fast food establishments have an area and facilities where
patrons may sit down and eat together (Shapiro & Bohmbach, 1978).
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Data on employment of the homemaker, education of the homemaker,

help from other workers, income of the family, and number of children
in the family have been cited as factors affecting family meal patterns.
It has been suggested that the increasing number of fast food establishments, labor saving appliances, mobility, place of residence,
and activities of children outside the home may also influence family
meal patterns .
Definite changes have occurred in some of these variables over
the years, such as number of homemakers employed outside the home,
mobility, the number of children in the average family and the education of the homemaker.

Such changes may have influenced time in-

volved in meal preparation and where meals are eaten.

Changes in

some of the variables mentioned would seem to affect the number of
meals eaten together as a family .
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METIIODS AND PROCEDURE

NE 113 Family Time Study
The data for this study came from a larger study entitled "An
Interstate Comparison of Urban/Rural Families' Time Use."

It was

coordinated by Cornell University and involved ten states besides
Utah.

They were:

New York, California, Louisiana, North Carolina,

Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin, Oklahoma, Texas and Connecticut.

The

1977-78 study was a replication of a study done by Cornell University
in 1966-67, on families' use of time.

Its purpose was to update the

data and to include data from states besides New York.
Current Study

Th~~bjects

There were 210 two-parent two-child Utah families.

One hundred

and five were from Washington and Iron Counties and were considered
rural, and 105 families from Salt Lake County were considered urban.
Lists of families in the counties were obtained and from the lists
a roster of qualifying families was drawn, using a systematic random
sample.

The names were then checked in the telephone directory to

determine if the family was still residing in the com1ty.

This may

have caused some bias by eliminating those families without telephones, or those with unlisted numbers .
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The Instruments
A scanner booklet inquiring into various household activities
and related information and a time diary were used to collect the
data.

These were obtained from Cornell University and had been pre-

tested there.

The diary was categorized into 18 areas of activities

such as meal preparation down the side, and a 24-hour period divided
into 10-minute segments across the top.
Previous studies have used the time diary to gather data on time
use (Szalai, 1972; Walker & Woods, 1976).

Reliability of the time

diary has been measured by Yule's Y at .95 and .85 (Robinson, 1977).
Collection of the Data
Wastach Opinion Research Corporation carried out the collection
of the data.

Interviewers were hired by the research firm and were

trained by a video tape eent from Cornell University.

Data were

collected from May 1977 to August 1978.
The homemaker was instructed to keep a comprehensive record of
each family member's activities for two full days.

On the day of the

initial visit to the homemaker, the interviewer helped the homemaker
fill out the time diary for the previous day which was considered
Day 1.

The homemaker was then left to record Day 2 on her own.

interviewer returned after Day 2 to pick up the materials.

The

At this

time the scanner questionnaire was completed by the homemaker with
the help of the interviewer.

After the records had been checked,

the homemakers were paid for their participation.
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Theoretical Definitions
Employed:

Working for pay.

Nonemployed:

Not working for pay.

Rural:

Not living in a metropolitan area.

Urban:

Living in a metropolitan area.

Education:
Income:

Number of years spent in formal schooling.

Combined take home pay of the family members.

Meal patterns:

Aspects of meals which families tend to repeat

over a period of time.
Operational Definitions
Employed :

Worked for pay 15 or more hours a week.

Nonemployed:

Worked for pay less than 15 hours a week.

Urban:

Lived in Salt Lake County.

Rural:

Lived in Iron County or Washington County.

Meal patterns:

Meal patterns were compared according to the

following variables:
1.

How much time was involved in meal preparation.

2.

How many times the family ate away from home in a two-day

period.
3.

How many meals they ate together.

Statistical Analysis
Three aspects of meal preparation were investigated:

(a) time

spent in meal preparation, (b) number of meals eaten away from home,
and (c) number of meals eaten together as a family.
in their relation to four independent variables:

These were analyzed

(a) place of
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residence, (b) income of the family, (c) education of the homemaker,
and (d) employment status of the homemaker.
In making the analysis, place of residence and employment of the
homemaker were analyzed by

the~

test.

The income of the family

and education of the homemaker were analyzed by analysis of variance.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to analyze family meal patterns in
Utah.

Variables considered were amount of time spent in meal prepara-

tion, the number of meals the family ate together, and meals eaten
away from home.

These variables were analyzed in relation to place

of residence, employment of the homemaker, education of the homemaker,
and income of the family.
A time diary was used by the homemakers to record the time the
family spent in various activities.

The time recorded for meal

preparation was used in this study.

The number of meals the family

ate together and where they ate the meals were recorded in a separate
questionnaire booklet.
over the two days.

The time spent in meal preparation was averaged

This is the same method Sanik used in her analysis

of the New York State data.

Her rationale was that time use between

two days would not be consistent but an "average of day 1 and 2 • • •
represented a more valid measure of the family time use by depicting
2/7 of a week rather than 1/7 of a week" (Sanik, 1979, p. 210).

It

was decided by the researchers involved in the NE 113 research project
that times would be rounded to the nearest minute.
Description of the Sample
The sample included 210 two-parent two-child families in Utah.
One hundred and five were from Iron and Washington Counties and were
considered rural; 105 families from Salt Lake County were considered
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urban.

Demographic data for the families were recorded on a question-

naire and time use data were recorded by the homemaker on a time
diary.

Although the sample included 210 children in each group,

records were only kept on children over 6 years old.

Time data were

reported for 103 urban children and 95 rural children.
Age of Homemaker
The ages of the rural homemakers in the sample ranged from 21 to
53 years, the modal categories were 21-25 years and 26-30 years with
about 28% in each group.

The ages of the urban homemakers ranged

from 22 to 57 years with 36% in the modal category, 26-30 years
(see Table 1).
Table 1
Age of Homemaker

Age

Rural
Number

21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
missing

29
29
16
9
8
8
2
0
4
Total

105

%

28
28
15
9
8
8
2
0
4
102a

~ercentages are rounded off .

Urban
Number

%

Total
Number

14
38
21
15
7
4
2
1
3

13
36
20
14
7
4
2
1
3

43
67
37
24
15
12
4
1
7

105

100

210

%

20
32
18
11

7
6
2
0
3
99a
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Age of Spouse
In the sample taken for this study the rural spouses' ages ranged
from 22 to 57 years with the modal category being 26-30 years.
28% of the rural spouses were in this category.
ages ranged from 21 to 57.

About

The urban spouses'

The modal category for urban spouses was

31-35 with about 29 percent in this group (see Table 2).
Table 2
Age of Spouse

Age

Rural
Number

21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
missing

16
29
17
12
12
8
4
2
5
Total

105

%

Urban
Number

8
4
2
5

10
25
30
14
12
7
2
2
3

100

105

15
28
16
11
11

%

Total
Number

%

12
26
22
12

7
2
2
3

26
54
47
26
24
15
6
4
8

lOla

210

99a

10
24
29
13
11

11

7
3
2
4

~ercentages are rounded off.

Employment of the Homemaker
In 1977, females in Utah 16 years and over made up 38.3% of the
total labor force.

The female employment figure for that year was

211,400, with almost half of the females over 16 employed (Sargent,
1978).

These figures included all women who had a job or were looking

for employment.
When a woman was employed outside the home 15 or more hours a
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week she was cons idered employed for this study.

This criterion for

employment status was used by Walker (1976) in her 1966-67 study of
New York homemakers' time use.

Sixty-two, or about 30% of the 210

homemakers in the sample, were employed 15 or more hours per week.
This is a smaller proportion than in the state's female population
as a whole.
ence.

There are several possible explanations for the differ-

Perhaps women who were employed outside the home were less

willing to participate in the study due to the time commitment involved.

Szalai, in his study of time use in 12 countries said that

employed women were harder to interview than other groups because,
"The chances of obtaining an interview are a function of the timebudget of the respondent itself" (Sz&lai, 1972, p. 81).

Another

possible explanation is that although the interviewers were instructed
to .make their telephone calls to arrange interviews at different
hours of the day, more women who were at home and not employed may
in fact have been contacted and included in the sample.

When all women who indicated they had worked for pay the previous
week were included, the percent of employed women in the sample was
very close to the state percent.

The sample for this study only

included married women with husband and children present; the state
employment figures included all women 16 years and over.

Table 3

shows a breakdown of employment for rural and urban homemakers in
the sample.
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Table 3
Employment of the Homemaker

%

Hours

Number

0-14

148

70

62

30

210

100

15 or more
Total

Family Income
The estimated per capita income in the state of Utah in 1975
was $4,310, or $17,240 for a family of four.
inco~~

The estimated per capita

for Iron County in 1975 was $3,500, and in Washington County

$3,373, or an average of approximately $13,748 per family of four
in .the two rural counties in this sample.

Salt Lake County had an

estimated per capita income of $4,780, or $19,120 for a family of
four in 1975 (Population Estimates and Projections, 1979).
In the sample taken for this study about 57% of rural (Iron and
Washington Counties) families had incomes of less than $15,000, and
about 60% of the urban or Salt Lake County families had incomes of
less than $20,000.

The rural sample had average incomes lower than

the urban sample, but for analysis the same cut-off points were used
for high, medium and low incomes.

As the incomes were divided into

categories for statistical analysis, a mean income figure was not
computed.
study.

Table 4 indicates the income levels for families in this
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Table 4
Family Income
Rural
Number

Income

%

Urban
Number

Total
Number

%

%

Less than $15,000

60

57

29

28

89

42

$15,000 to $24,999

29

28

49

47

78

37

$25,000 or more

12

11

25

24

37

18

4

4

2

2

6

3

210

100

No response
Total

105

100

lOl·a

105

~ercentages are rounded off

Education of Homemaker
The homemakers indicated on the questionnaire the level of
education they had attained.

Table 5 summarizes the educational

levels of the homemakers.
Table 5
Education of the Homemaker

Level

Number of Homemakers
Rural
Urban

Total

High school diploma or less

45

51

96

Some college

34

37

71

College degree(s) or professional
training

26

17

43

105

105

210

Total
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Education of Spouse
The homemaker also indicated on the questionnaire the level of
education the husband had attained.

Table 6 summarizes the findings.

Table 6
Education of Spouse
Number of Spouses
Urban
Rural

Level

Total

High school diploma or less

30

33

63

Some college

39

28

67

College degree(s) or professional
training

36

44

80

105

105

210

Total

Meal Preparation Time
Place of Residence
The

~

test for difference between means was used to determine if

there was a significant difference in time spent in meal preparation
between urban and rural homemakers, spouses, children and the total
family.

Place of residence was not found to make a significant differ-

ence in the meal preparation time between any of the groups compared.
This agreed with the conclusions of Sanik (1979) who analyzed the
New York data (see Table 7).
Employment of the Homemaker
The

~

test was also used to determine if there was a significant

difference in time spent in meal preparation in families where the
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Table
Mean Number of Minutes Per Day of Meal Preparation
and Place of Residence
Homemakers

Stan.
dev.

Spouse

Stan.
dev.

Rural

82

41.01

7

13.41

Urban

75

49.60

6

13.50

Residence

B
B

B

~

Q

105 homemakers, spouses, families
95 rural children
103 urban children

Stan.
dev.

Family

Stan.
dev.

7

17.25

96

47.63

8

10.15

89

57.19

Chil-

dren

Level of significance for:
Homemakers .273
Spouses
.481
Children
.911
Family
.319

homemaker was employed and in families where she was a full-time
homemaker.

Homemakers who worked for pay outside the home 15 or more

hours per week were considered employed, those who worked less were
considered to be fulltime homemakers.

Sixty-two homemakers in the

sample were considered employed and 148 were considered nonemployed.
The homemakers' and spouses' meal preparation time were significantly different when each was compared according to the homemaker's
employment.

Homemakers who were employed spent 17 minutes less a

day in meal preparation than those who were fulltime homemakers.
Spouses of employed homemakers spent 6 minutes a day more in meal
preparation than did the spouses of nonemployed homemakers.

Children

of employed homemakers spent 4 minutes more a day in meal preparation
than did children of nonemployed homemakers, and the total family
time of nonemployed homemakers was 7 minutes more than that of employed
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homemakers.

The difference in meal preparation time for children and

total family were not significant.
The finding that homemakers who are employed outside the home
spend less time in meal preparation agrees with the findings of
several other studies including those of Szalai, who studied time
use in 12 countries (Leibowitz, 1975; Sanik, 1979; Szalai, 1972;
Vanek, 1973; Walker & Woods, 1976)(see Table 8).
Table 8
Mean Number of Minutes Per Day of Meal Preparation
and Employment of Homemaker
Employment
status

Homemaker

Stan.
dev.

Spouse

Stan.
dav.

Children

Stan.
dev.

Family

Stan.
dev.

Employed

65

35.65

11

17.01

8

14.75

85

43.57

Nonemployed

84

48.18

5

11.26

7

12.89

95

55.90

N=
.!!=
.!!=
.!!

62 employed homemakers
Level of significance for
Homemakers .005
148 nonemployed homemakers
Spouses
.009
115 children of employed homemakers
83 children of nonemployed homemakers
Children
.554
Families
.305

Education of Homemaker
The education of the homemaker was analyzed by analysis of variance to determine if there was a significant difference in meal preparation time of homemakers, spouses, children and the total family
between families of homemakers with different levels of education.
The educational levels used were (a) education up to and including
a high school diploma, (b) some college, and (c) a college degree (s)
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or professional training.

The spouses' and children's meal prepara-

tion time were not significantly different.

The difference between

homemakers in levels one and two was significant.

The total families'

meal preparation time was also significantly different between the
first two levels, probably a result of the homemakers' time as 82 to
88% of total meal preparation time was contributed by them (see
Table 9).
Table 9
Mean Number of Minutes Per Day of Meal Preparation
and Homemaker's Education
Homemaker

Level

Spouse

Stan.
dev.

dren

Stan.
dev.

Fam!ly

Stan.
dev.

Stan .
dev.

Chil-

High school
diploma or less

70

41.31

7

15.49

7

14.62

85

54.54

Some college

91

50.57

6

10.88

9

14.46

105

54.21

College degree(s)
or professional
training

77

42.19

6

12 .56

6

10.94

88

41.72

~
~ s

210 homemakers, spouses, families
198 children

Levels of significance for:
Homemakers .0142
Spouses
. 8809
Children
.6555
Family
.0421

Leibowitz (1975) who compared similar educational groups found
that homemakers in the first level spent the most time in meal preparation and homemakers in the second level spent the least time.

Sanik

(1979) found that the higher the homemaker's education level the more
time she spent in food preparation.
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Family incomes were divided into categories of (a) less than
$15,000, (b) $15,000 to $24,999, and (c) $25,000 or more.

Analysis

of variance was used to determine if there was a significant difference
in the meal preparation time of homemakers, spouses, children and total
family in the three income groups.
ences found between groups.

There were no significant differ-

No previous studies were found which

indicated a significant relationship between income and meal preparation time.

Table 10 summarizes these findings.
Table 10
Mean Number of Minutes Per Day of Meal Preparation
and Income of Family

maker

Stan .
dev.

Spouse

Stan.
dev.

Less than
$15,000

83

46.92

6

12.50

$15,000 to
$24,999

73

39 .85

6

$25,000 or
more

81

53.34

10

Home-

Income

_!i= 204 homemakers, spouses, families
_!i= 198 children

Children

Stan.
dev.

Family

Stan.
dev.

9

20.24

95

52.53

8.82

6

9.50

84

41.42

21.91

8

10.77

104

70 . 91

Levels of significance for:
Homemaker • 3038
.2544
Spouse
Children
. 3561
Family
.0568

In making calculations in the section on meal preparation time the
children's time could not be calculated with the same _!i as the rest of
the family since time data were not kept on children under six.

But

total family time had to be figured for 204 families since there were
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that many homemakers and spouses.

Thus in some cases it had to be

assumed that children under six contributed no time to meal preparation and 0 was averaged in for them when figuring total family time.
This accounts for any discrepancy that may exist between total family
meal preparation time and sum of the times of homemakers, spouses,
and children.
Number of Meals Eaten Together
This study also analyzed the number of meals. the family ate
together according to place of residence, employment of the homemaker,
income of the family, and education of the homemaker.

A meal was

considered eate.n together if four persons, or the number of persons
in the families in this sample, were present.

It is not known if all

persons present were actually family members.

None of the factors

considered had a significant effect on the number of meals the family
ate together.

Although there seems to have been a feeling traditionally

that families do or at least "should" eat together there is little
statistical research to support this.
Place of Residence
Urban families ate an average of . 87 meal together a day and
rural families .95 meal a day.
significant.

The~

The difference was not statistically

test was used for the analysis (see Table 11).

Employment of Homemaker
The

~

test was also used to analyze the difference between the

number of meals the families of employed and nonemployed homemakers
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Table 11
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Together Per Day
and Place of Residence
Number of meals

Standard deviation

Rural

• 95

• 79

Urban

. 87

• 72

Residence

N = 105 families in each group
Level of significance .407
ate together.

The families of both group s of homemakers ate about one

meal together per day.
not significant.

The difference between the two groups was

Contra<y to popular opinion familiea of employed

homemakers ate not less, but slightly more meals together than did
those of fulltime homemakers .

No other research was found which had

compared employment of the homemaker and number of meals eaten together.
Table 12 summarizes these findings.
Table 12
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Together Per Day
and Homemaker Employment
Number of meals

Standard deviation

Employed

.93

.67

Nonemployed

• 90

.78

Employment status

62 employed homemakers
148 nonemployed homemakers
Level of significance .812

~ =

~ =
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The number of meals the family ate together was not significant ly
di f f e rent for the three income levels.
to test the relationships.

Analysis of variance was used

Families who had an income of less than

$15,000 ate .96 meal a day together, those who had an income of
$15,000 to $24,999 ate .85 meal a day together, and families who
had an income of $25,000 or more ate .96 meal a day together.

Other

research was not found which had made this comparison (see Table 13).
Table 13
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Together Per Day
and Family Income
Number of meals

Standard deviation

Less than $15,000

. 96

.77

$15,000 to $24,999

• 85

. 76

$25,000 or more

. 96

.66

Income level

N = 204 families
Level of significance . 6309
Education of Homemaker
Analysis of variance was also used to test if there was a significant difference in number of meals the family ate together by educational
level of the homemaker.

The difference between the educational levels

was not significant at the .05 level .

The families of homemakers

with a high school diploma or less ate .82 meal a day together and
those with some college ate 1.0 meal a day together while those with
a college degree(s) or professional training ate .95 meal a day together
(see Table 14).
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Table 14
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Together Per Day
and Education of the Homemaker
Education level

Number of meals

Standard deviation

.82

.71

High school diploma
or less
Some college

.77

1.0

College degree(s) or
professional training

.79

.95

!

= 210 families
Level of significance .2469

Age of Children
It was thought that age of the children might have an effect on
the number of meals the family ate together.

Some authors claim

that children now have more activities away from home than previously
(Sanik, 1979), and this could decrease the number of meals families
with older children, particularly teenagers, eat together.

For this

analysis families were classified according to the age of the older
child since it was thought those would be the children who would most
affect the number of meals eaten together.

The levels were (a)

younger than 1 year, (b) 1 year, (c) 2 to 5 years, (d) 6 to 11 years ,
and (e) 12 to 17 years.

Families in the first two levels ate far

less than one meal a day together.

Families in the third and fifth

levels ate about one meal a day together and families in the fourth
level ate more than one meal a day together.
Families with the youngest children ate the least meals together,
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then as children got older the family ate together more often until
the children reached the teenage years when the number of meals eaten
together decreased.

It should be noted, however, that the number

of families in the first two levels is very small, and comparisons
among the levels are difficult to make.

The number of meals eaten

together ranged from zero to three meals.

Table 15 summarizes these

findings.
Table 15
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Together Per Day
and Age of Older Child
Age level

Number of families

Under 1
1 year
2-5
6-11
12-17

Standard deviation

Number of meals

.so

1
5
89
51
64

.22

.10
.91
1. 08
. 84

.77
. 74
.71

! = 210 families
Number of Meals Eaten Away from Home
Several authors have indicated that Americans

ar~

eating more

meals away from home than ever before (Manchester, 1978; Shapiro &
Bohmbach, 1978).

There was a 92.2% increase in the number of eating

and drinking establishments in Utah between 1967 and 1972 (Census
of Retail Trade, 1972).

An increase in population does not account

for the increase in restaurants.

Between 1967 and 1974 the population

of the state only increased about 15% (U.S. Census Bureau, 1968-72;
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U.S. Census Bureau, 1977).

It could probably be assumed that Utahns

have been following the national trend in eating away from home more
often.

However, no previous research could be found to compare with

the current data.
This study investigated the relationship between place of residence, employment of the homemaker, income of the family, education
of the homemaker and the number of meals eaten away from home.
Place of Residence
The

~

test for difference between means was used to determine

if there was a significant difference in the number of meals eaten
away from home by urban and rural families.

Rural families ate away

from home an average of .95 meal a day while urban families ate 1.3
meals a day away from home.

The difference was significant at .005

(se'e Table 16).
Table 16
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Away from Home
Per Day and Place of Residence
Residence

Number of meals

Standard deviation

Rural

• 95

• 95

Urban

l. 30

• 84

N = 105 families in each group
Level of significance .005
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Employment of the Homemaker
The employment of the homemaker and its relation to number of
meals eaten away from home was analyzed by the
was significant at the . 015 level.

~

test.

The difference

Families of employed homemakers

ate an average of 1.4 meals per day away from home.

Although they

did not report any statistical analysis, Shapiro and Bohmbach (1978)
stated that families of women who worked at more meals away from
home than families of homemakers who were not employed (Table 17).
Table 17
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Away from Home
Per Day and Employment of Homemaker
Employment status

Number of meals

Standard deviation

Employed

1.36

.92

Nonemployed

1.02

.89

N = 62 employed homemakers
N 2 148 nonemployed homemakers
Level of significance .015
Income of Family
When income level was compared to number of meals eaten away from
home using analysis of variance, it was found that there was a significant difference between all three groups.
significance was .000.

The reported level of

Families with higher incomes ate significantly

more meals away from home than either of the other two groups.
Shapiro and Bohmbach (1978) and the USDA Household Food Consumption
Survey (1965-66) also reported that families with higher incomes were
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more likely to eat away from home.

Table 18 summarizes these find-

ings.
Table 18
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Away from Home
Per Day and Family Income
Number of
families

Number of
meals

Less than $15,000

89

.78

• 76

$15,000 to $24 , 999

78

1.27

.87

$25,000 or more

37

1.68

1.04

Income

N & 204 families
Level of signiHcance

Standard
deviation

.000

Education of Homemaker
Analysis of variance was used to determine if there was a significant difference in the number of meals eaten away from home by
families of homemakers with different educational levels.

There was

no significant difference between any of the groups at the .OS level
(see Table 19).
Meals Eaten Away from Home
The homemakers reported that a total of 293 meals were eaten
away from home over the 2-day period or about 1.4 meals per family.
Lunch was by far the most common meal the families ate out.
summarizes these findings.

Table 20
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Table 19
Mean Number of Meals Eaten Away from Home
Per Day and Education of Homemaker
Number of
homemakers

Education level

Number of
meals

Standard
deviation

High school diploma or less

96

l. 20

.86

Some college

71

1.00

.92

College degree(s) or
professional training

43

1.14

1.00

N = 210 homemakers
Level of significance

.3425
Table 20

Meals Eaten Away from Home During the 2-Day Period
Meal

Number of meals

Breakfast

26

Lunch

193

Dinner

67

Snack

7

Total

Number of People Eating the

293

}~al

Of the meals eaten away from home, 176 were eaten by one person,
59 by two members, 29 by three members and 27 were eaten by all four
members of the family (see Table 21).
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Table 21
Number of People Eating the Meal in the 2-Day Period
Number of meals

Number of people
1

176

2

59

3

29

4

27
291

Total
Two were marked 0, probably an error in marking.
Wnere

~~al8

Were Eaten

The largest proportion of meals eaten away from home were eaten
at a fast food restaurant; 81 meals were consumed at such an establishment.

The next largest proportion, 71 meals, was eaten at a restaurant.

This is interesting since most literature reviewed indicated that
more families are eating at fast food establishments than ever before.
Lunches accounted for a large share of the meals eaten away from
home.

Sixty-six of the total meals eaten away from home were eaten

at a school cafeteria, five were eaten at an industri~l cafeteria and
nine were eaten at a private cafeteria.

It is not known if all of

these meals were lunches.
Although the Census of Retail Trade (1972) did not indicate
what proportion of eating establishments opened between 1967 and 1972
were fast food establishments, there was an increase of 92.2% in
eating and drinking establishments in Utah between those years.

As
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mentioned before, this was a much higher growth rate than the population growth rate.
Thirty-one of the meals eaten away from home were eaten at a
friend's or relative's, ten were eaten at a social gathering and four
were eaten at a private club or resort.

A place was not recorded

for 16 of the meals eaten away from home (see Table 22).
Table 22
Where the Meals Were Eaten
Number of meals

Place

81

Fast food
Restaurant
School cafeteria
Friend's or relative's
Social gathering
Private cafeteria
Industrial cefeteria
Private club or resort
Don't know

71

66
31
10
9
5
4

16
293

Total

Cost of the Meal
Homemakers were also asked to indicate the cost of meals eaten
away from home, regardless of how many family members had eaten the
meal.

Slightly more than half of the meals cost 50 cents or less.

About 40% of the meals cost between 50 cents and $3.50 (see Table 23).
The Cost of the Meal Per Person
The cost of the meal per person was also calculated.
of the meals cost 50 cents or less per person.

About 61%

Most of these were
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Table 23
Cost of Meals Eaten Away from Home
Number of meals

Cost of meal

137
38
41
22
14
13
8
3
2
0
1

Less than .50
.so - 1.50
1.50 - 2.50
2.50 - 3.50
3.50 - 4.50
4.50 - 5.50
5. 50- 6.50
6. 50 - 7.50
7.50 - 8.50
8.50- 11.50
11.50 - 12.50
12 . 50- 13.50
13.50- 15.50
15.50- 16.50

5

0
1
Total

285

(Cost was not recorded for some meals.)
probably meals eaten at a school cafeteria.
recorded cost about $7 . 00.
purchased .

The most expensive meal

Not all meals eaten away from home were

Other meals may have been eaten at a friend's or relative's,

or at a school lunch program subsidi2ed by the government, etc.
such circumstances no cost would have been incurred by the family
(see Table 24).

Under
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Table 24
Cost of the Meals Eaten Away from Home per Person
Cost per person

Number of meals

172

less than .50
.50- 1.50
1. 50 - 2. 50
2.50- 3.50
3.50 - 4.50
4.50 - 5.50
5.50 - 6.50
6.50- 7.50

51
36
15
4
1
3
1

Total
(Cost was not recorded for some meals.)

283
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this research was to study family meal patterns
in Utah.

Time spent in meal preparation, the number of meals the

family ate together, and the number of meals eaten away from home
were investigated.
The sample was selected from 2-parent 2-child families in three
Utah counties .

One hundred and five families from Iron and Washington

Counties in southern Utah were considered rural and 105 families
from Salt Lake County were considered urban.

The data were collected

between May 1977 and August 1978 by professional interviewers from
an independent research firm.

The instruments used u1cluded a time

diary and a questionnaire.

Three objectives were formulated and from these the following
conclusions may be drawn:
Objective 1:

To analyze the time involved in meal preparation.

Meal preparation was a task still done mostly by the homemaker.
Place of residence and income of the family did not make a significant
difference in the time.

The level of the homemaker's education did

not make a significant difference in the meal preparation time of
the spouse or children; it did make a significant difference in the
homemaker's and family's time.

Homemakers with some college education

spent more time in preparing meals than homemakers with a high school
education or homemakers with a college degree or professional training.

Homemakers did about 85% of the total meal preparation; hence
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total family meal preparation time showed the same pattern of significant differences as the homemaker's meal preparation time.
Employment had the greatest effect on meal preparation time of
any of the variables tested.

Homemakers who were employed spent

significantly less time in meal preparation than did nonemployed
homemakers.

Spouses of employed homemakers spent significantly more

time in meal preparation than did spouses of nonemployed homemakers.
The children's and total family's time were not significantly different.
Objective 2:

To analyze the number of meals eaten away from home.

Education was the only variable which did not make a significant
difference in the number of meals the family ate away from home.
Income of the family, employmi!Ilt of the homemaker, and place of
residence did make a significant difference in the number of meals
eaten away from home.

As family income rose so did the number of meals eaten away from
home.

Families with employed homemakers ate significantly more meals

away from home than families of nonemployed homemakers.

Rural families

ate significantly fewer meals away from home than did urban families.
The majority of meals eaten away from home cost 50 cents or less
per person.

The most expensive meal cos t about $7. 00'.

Most of the

meals eaten away from home were purchased at a fast food or conventional restaurant.

Lunch was the meal most often eaten away from

home.
Objective 3:

To analyze the number of meals eaten together by

the total family .
The number of meals the family ate together was fewer than had
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been anticipated.

While some families ate up to three meals a day

together, the average was slightly less than one.

Neither place of

residence, employment of the homemaker, education of the homemaker
nor income of the family made a significant difference in the number
of meals eaten together.

Families whose older child was 1 year or

less, or over 11 years, ate fewer meals together than families whose
older child was between 2 and 12.
Limitations
The following were recognized as possible limitations of this
study:
1.

Statistical analysis of time when reported in mean number

of minutes, with subsequent standard deviations in decimals may give
an impression of accuracy and precision which are not realistic.
2.
study.

Only a limited number of variables could be tested in this
Other things which were not measured could have influenced

meal preparation time, how many meals the family ate together and
meals eaten away from home.

Age of children, activities of youth

outside the home, availability of transportation for the family, and
health of the family are possible factors.
3.

Homemakers were asked only to record the number of persons

eating each meal.

This may have led to some meals being designated

as having four persons present, when in fact some of the individuals
eating the meal may not have been family members.
not be detected by the analysis used.

However, this would

Only meals where there were

four people present were counted as meals eaten by the entire family.
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If there were more than four people present the meal would not have
been counted.

Had such meals been included in the count, meals that

were social gatherings or adult dinner parties would have been included, which would also have made the count inaccurate.
Recommendations
It is recommended that further research be carried out on family
meal patterns, particularly on the number of meals the family eats
together.

The results of this study indicate that _the traditional

impression that American families eat together is not an accurate
description of family meals today.

The following suggestions are

offered:
1.

Future research should include a measure which would control

for _people eating with the family who were not members of the family.
2.

Statistical analysis could be performed to study the relation-

ship between ages of children and the number of meals the family ate
together.
3.

Future research which is done in the state of Utah could

study t he relationship between religion of the family and the number
of meals the family eats together .
4.

Since these data were collected in several other states

besides Utah, research could be done comparing the number of meals
families eat together in different areas of the country.
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